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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
DESIGNING EFFECTIVE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:

L ESSONS FROM THE EISENHOWER PROGRAM

The professional development of teachersisacrucial element of the nation’s efforts to
improve education. In recent years, these efforts have sought to foster high standards for teaching
and learning for all of the nation’s children, and almost all states have met federal requirements for
developing challenging statewide content standards. Such standards seek a fundamental shift in what
students learn. However, children’s learning will be transformed only if high standards are reflected
in teachers’ classroom practice. Education reforms will not succeed without teachers who are
immersed in the subjects they teach and who know how to foster both basic knowledge and advanced
thinking and problem solving among their students.

TheProgram: The Eisenhower Professional Development Program, Title Il of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), isthe federal government’ s largest investment
that is solely focused on devel oping the knowledge and skills of classroom teachers. The program is
key to meeting the U.S. Department of Education’ s objective of ensuring that a “talented and
dedicated teacher isin every classroom in America’ (U.S. Department of Education, 1999c). Part B
of the Eisenhower Professional Development Program, with a 1999 appropriation of about $335
million, provides funds through state education agencies (SEAS) to school districts, and through state
agencies for higher education (SAHES) to institutions of higher education and nonprofit
organizations. These funds primarily support professional development in mathematics and science.

The Evaluation Report: Thisisthe second report of the National Evaluation of the
Eisenhower Professional Development Program, Part B (State and Local Activities), amulti-year
evaluation being conducted by the American Institutes for Research (AIR) under a contract with the
U.S. Department of Education’s Planning and Evaluation Service. Thefirst report was based on six
exploratory case studies of school districts conducted during the first months of the evaluation
(Birman, Reeve, and Sattler, 1998). The purpose of that report was to obtain an initial description of
the program and the issues that it faced in different local contexts. This second report describes the
current status of the program, based primarily on data from national probability samples of districts,
SAHE grantees (i.e., the institutions of higher education and nonprofit organizations supported
through the SAHE component of the program), and teachers, as well as on data from 10 in-depth case
studiesin five states. The third report of the evaluation, to be issued in early 2000, will augment the
results reported here with alongitudinal account of teachers experiences in Eisenhower and other
professional development activities and resulting changes in their teaching practices.

THE PoLICY CONTEXT

In response to public concerns about education, state and local governments have taken steps
to increase children’ s achievement in school. Many states and school districts have adopted rigorous
content standards, as well as student performance standards, which describe the breadth and depth at
which students should master content.> The federal government, too, has moved to support statesin
their development of content and student performance standards.
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National, state, and local efforts to improve education are intended to create a fundamental
shift in what students learn and how they are taught. The success of such ambitious education reform
initiatives hinges, in large part, on the qualifications of teachers. However, while teachers generally
support high standards for teaching and learning, many teachers are not prepared to implement
teaching practices based on high standards.? Many teachers learned to teach using amodel of
teaching and learning that focuses heavily on memorizing facts, without also emphasizing deeper
understanding of subject matter.®

As aresult, teacher professional development isamajor focus of systemic reform initiatives.*

The need for high-quality professional development that focuses on subject-matter content and how
students learn that content is all the more pressing in light of the many teachers who teach outside of
their areas of specialization.”> In 1998, 12 percent of science teachers of studentsin grades 7-12, and
18 percent of mathematics teachers in these grades, had neither amajor nor aminor in their main
teaching assignment.® This situation is especially true of teachers who teach at-risk students and
those who teach in high-poverty schools. 1n 1998, teachers lacking amajor in their primary
assignment taught almost a quarter of the classesin high-poverty schools, compared to 14 percent of
classes in low-poverty schools.’

The Eisenhower Professional Development Program, established in 1984 and reauthorized in
1988 and 1994, aims to support high-quality professional development to help teachers meet the
demands of teaching to high standards. Y et, the 1988-89 evaluation of Eisenhower indicated that
district-supported activities, which account for the vast mgjority of program funds, tended to be one-
time in-service training events, averaging six hours in length.® The 1994 reauthorization intended to
shift program-funded activities away from short-term professiona development toward longer, more
intensive activities.

THE EISENHOWER PROGRAM

The Eisenhower program was established in 1984, and reauthorized as Title |1 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended by the Improving America' s Schools Act
(IASA) of 1994. The program allocates funds through states to school districts and to institutions of
higher education or nonprofit organizations. In fiscal year 1999, $335 million was appropriated for
Part B of the program, State and Local Activities. Eisenhower funds are distributed to states
according to aformulathat weights equally the number of children in the state between the ages of 5
and 17 and the state’ s allocation under Title |, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. 510 Eighty-four percent of allocated Title |1, Part B funds are distributed to SEAS, with the
remaining 16 percent allocated to SAHEs. At least 90 percent of SEA allocations then flow through
to local education agencies (LEAS), based on the same formula (equal weights to the school-aged
population and the LEA’s Title |, Part A allocati on).ll LEASs that receive Eisenhower grants under
$10,000 are required to form consortia with other such LEAS, unless the SEA waives the requirement
(Section 2204(b)). SAHEs distribute at least 95 percent of their Eisenhower allocations by
competitive grants or contracts to institutions of higher education (IHES) or nonprofit organizations
(NPOs) that provide professiona development to teachers or prospective teachers. Each SAHE
develops priorities and guidelines for the awards based on the state plan for improvement in teaching
and learning, which it develops collaboratively with the SEA (Section 2205(a)(2)(A)).

Executive Summary: Eisenhower Evaluation 2 American | ntitutes for Research



Like its predecessor, the Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education Program, the
reauthorized Eisenhower program focuses on the professional development of mathematics and
science teachers. The reauthorized legidlation, however, allows states and districts to use fundsin
excess of $250 million to provide professional development to teachersin other core academic
subject areas (Section 2206).12 In its 1994 reauthorization of the program, Congress made it explicit
that Eisenhower-assisted activities should be designed to improve teacher practice, especially for
students who are most at risk of school failure.™®

» TheEisenhower program isdesigned to support high-quality professional
development activities. Both the Eisenhower legislation and the program guidance
published by the Department of Education (ED) emphasize that the Eisenhower program
should support high-quality professional development activities—professional
development that is sustained, intensive, and ongoing. According to the law, such
professional development should reflect recent research on teaching and learning and
should provide teachers and other school staff with the knowledge and skills necessary to
provide al students with the opportunity to meet challenging standards.

» TheEisenhower legislation encour agesthe use of fundsto target teachers of at-risk
students. The 1994 |egislation requires that state applications and local plans take into
account the educational needs of students from historically underrepresented popul ations.
The Eisenhower legislation places special emphasis on addressing the needs of teachers
in schools receiving Title I, Part A funds; generally these are schools that have higher
rates of poverty than other schoolsin their districts.

The reauthorized program includes a number of procedures designed to ensure the provision
of high-quality professional development, including alignment with district and state standards and
assessments, coordination (co-funding and working with schools and professional devel opment
providers), continuous improvement (use of indicators and needs assessments), and teacher
participation in planning.

» Didgtrictsand SAHE granteesarerequired to align their Eisenhower -assisted
activitieswith state and local standards and reforms. Recent efforts to improve
education have focused on ensuring that all aspects of the education system—including
curricula, assessments, teacher education—>be consistent with one another and be geared
toward the same goals. Reflecting thisfocus, the law requires the alignment of
Eisenhower-assisted professional development activities with challenging state and local
curriculum standards and student assessments.

» TheEisenhower legislation requiresthe coordination of supported activitieswith
education reform and professional development effortsfunded by federal, state, and
local gover nments and other public, private, and nonpr ofit organizations and
associations. Such integration of Eisenhower-assisted activities with other reform efforts
would presumably strengthen the quality of those activities by gearing them to
challenging standards and by allowing several funding sources to be combined to design
higher quality activities. Thelaw’s requirements for district planning of professional
development activities, for co-funding those activities with funds from other programs,
and for IHE/NPOs working with schools, school districts, or consortia of districts, all
promote linkages between Eisenhower-assisted activities and those funded from other
SOurces.
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Thelaw encour ages the use of continuousimprovement strategiesto plan and
improve Eisenhower -assisted professional development activities, through car eful
goal-setting and monitoring. The provisions are intended to foster purposeful planning
and ongoing tracking of progress by states and localities, supported by state and district
performance indicators, needs assessment, and eval uation.

Thelaw also encour ages teacher participation in decisionmaking about how to use
funds from the Eisenhower program. The law encourages districts to include teachers
in devel oping both the state and local plans for professional development, which are
required by the law, and the legislation aso requires teachers' participation in district
needs assessment.

Some of the key goals of the Eisenhower program are summarized in a set of performance
indicators prepared by ED, as required by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).
This evaluation addresses four of ED’ s performance indicators for the Eisenhower program, which
concern teachers' skills and classroom instruction, sustained professional development, high-quality
professional development, and participation of teachers from high poverty schools.* In reporting the
results of the evaluation, we use our data to describe how well the program is performing on each of
the indicators.

THE NATIONAL EVALUATION OF THE EISENHOWER PROGRAM

The evaluation is based on three strands of data collection.

The National Profile. Thisstrand provides information about program goals, strategies,
operations, and activities nationwide. During the 1997-98 school year, AIR conducted
telephone interviews with a national probability sample of Eisenhower coordinatorsin
363 school districts and SAHE-grantee project directorsin 92 institutions of higher
education or nonprofit organizations (IHE/NPOs). We also collected data from a mail
survey of anational probability sample of 1,027 teachers who participated in 657
Eisenhower-assisted activities.™ We use these Teacher Activity Survey data to describe
the types of professional development supported with Eisenhower funds and to compare
activities sponsored by school districts to those sponsored by SAHE grantees.

The Case Studies. This strand provides detailed information about how the Eisenhower
program operates in selected states, school districts, and schools. During the 1997-98
school year, AIR conducted In-Depth Case Studies in 10 school districts¥2 two school
districts in each of five states: Kentucky, New Y ork, Ohio, Texas, and Washington.
Those case studies supplement six Exploratory Case districts visited during the first year
of the evaluation.

The Longitudinal Study of Teacher Change. This strand examines the effects of
Eisenhower-assisted and other professional development on teaching practicein
mathematics and science. In each of the 10 districts visited for the in-depth case studies,
we interviewed and conducted classroom observations of teachersin three schools, for a
total of 30 schools. We also surveyed all teachers who teach mathematics or sciencein
those schools at three points in time, gathering detailed information about instruction
during the 1996-97, 97-98, and 98-99 school years.
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These multiple strands of data are designed to produce an integrated portrait of the
Eisenhower program and are based on a variety of research methods and relying on data from groups
of individuals who view Eisenhower-assisted activities from different vantage points. Datafrom our
telephone interviews with district program coordinators and SAHE-grantee project directors, for
example, are backed up by teacher-participant accounts of what they experienced and its quality. In
addition, the survey results are cross-validated through case study data that are rich in potential to
explain the quantitative results from the surveys. Finaly, although our national data on the effects of
participation in Eisenhower-assisted activities on change in teaching practice are based on teacher
self-reports and do not provide direct estimates of change over time, data from the second and third
waves of the longitudina study, to be examined in the evaluation’ s third report, will provide
additional information on teacher change.*®

EFFECTIVENESS OF EISENHOWER-ASSISTED PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

To measure the effectiveness of Eisenhower-assisted professional development activities, we
asked teachers to report on the extent to which participation enhanced their knowledge and skillsin
six domains: (1) in-depth knowledge of mathematics/science; (2) curriculum; (3) instructional
methods; (4) approaches to assessment; (5) use of technology; and (6) approachesto diversity.

Indicator. Teachers Skills
and Classroom | nstruction.
By 1998, over 50 percent of a

Overall, theresults on effectiveness are mixed. When
asked directly, many teachersin SAHE-grantee activities

report that participation in Eisenhower -assisted sample of teachers will show
professional development led to enhanced knowledgeand | evidencethat participation in
skillsand changesin their classroom teaching practice. Eisenhower-assisted

Somewhat fewer teachersin districtsreport that professional development has

participation in Eisenhower -assisted activities led to these | resultedin animprovementin

positive teacher outcomes. (See Exhibit ES.1.) L@agogovgbﬁgé)aggi&ﬁ i?lnd

show such evidence. By 1999,

P Forty-eight percent of teachersin district activities and over 50 percent of a sample of
68 percent of teachersin SAHE-supported activities teachersin selected sites will
report enhanced in-depth knowledge of mathematics or show evidence that
science; and 63 percent of teachersin district activities participation in Eisenhower-

and 79 percent of teachers in SAHE-supported activities | 2Sisted professiona

. - development has resulted in
report enhanced knowledge of instructional methods. improver classroom

instruction.

P Percentages are lower for the use of technology and
approaches to diversity. (About 24 percent of teachersin district activities and 50 percent in
SAHE-grantee activities report enhanced knowledge and skills in technology; 26 percent in
district activities and 35 percent in SAHE-grantee activities report enhanced knowledge and
skillsin approaches to diversity.)

P SAHE-grantee activities meet ED’ s standard for changesin teachers' knowledge and skills
(see box) in four of the six domains measured by the evaluation, and district activities meet
this standard for two domains.
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EXHIBIT ES.1

Percent of Teachers Reporting Enhanced Knowledge and Skills Due to Participation
in Eisenhower-assisted Professional Development Activities
(District n=731 to 750, SAHE Grantee n=233 to 240)
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Source: Mail Survey of Teachers Participating in Eisenhower-assisted Professional Development Activities, 1998.

How to read this exhibit: Thefirst bar shows that 48 percent of the teachers who participated in district activities report their in-depth content
knowledge and skills have been enhanced substantially as a result of professional development. Each bar and the number on the top of it represent
the percent of teachers for each category.

Note: “Districts’ refers to teachers who participated in Eisenhower-assisted activities provided through the district component of the program.
“SAHE Grantees’ refers to teachers who participated in Eisenhower-assisted activities supported through the SAHE component of the program.
Due to difference in missing data across items, the district n ranges from 731 to 750; the SAHE Grantee n ranges from 233 to 240.

SAHE-grantee activities meet benchmarksfor reported teacher outcomes set by other
exemplary professional development programs.

P A comparison of our datafor SAHE-grantee activities with the results obtained for 34
exemplary summer institutes in mathematics and science, supported by the National Science
Foundation, the Department of Education, and other agencies, indicates that teachers
participating in SAHE-grantee activities report enhancement of knowledge and skillsin
mathematics and science content roughly comparable to the results for the 34 exemplary
activities.!” Teachers participating in district Eisenhower activities show weaker results than
do teachersin the 34 exemplary activities.
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THE QUALITY OF EISENHOWER-ASSISTED ACTIVITIES

We measured the quality of Eisenhower-assisted activities based on six features of best
practice that were identified through areview of the available research on professional
development and the opinions of expert practitioners:*®

the form or organization of the activity—that is, whether the activity is organized asa
reform type, such as astudy group, teacher network, mentoring relationship, committee
or task force, internship, individual research project, or teacher research center, in
contrast to atraditional workshop or conference;

the duration of the activity, including the total number of contact hours that participants
are expected to spend in the activity, as well as the span of time over which the activity
takes place;

the degree to which the activity emphasizes the collective participation of groups of
teachers from the same school, department, or grade level, as opposed to the participation
of individual teachers from many schools;

the degree to which the activity has a content focus—that is, the degree to which the
activity isfocused on improving and deepening teachers' content knowledgein
mathematics or science;

the extent to which the activity offers opportunities for active lear ning—that is,
opportunities for teachers to become actively engaged in the meaningful analysis of
teaching and learning, for example, by reviewing student work or obtaining feedback on
thelir teaching; and

the degree to which the activity promotes coher ence in teachers' professional
development, by encouraging the continued professional communication among teachers,
and by incorporating experiences that are consistent with teachers' goals and aligned with
state standards and assessments.

Most Eisenhower -assisted activities aretraditional in form, such asworkshops, cour ses, or
conferences. Relatively few Eisenhower-assisted activities are reform types of activities,
such as study groups, networks, or mentoring relationships.

P About 79 percent of teachersin district activities are in traditional types of activities—
primarily workshops and conferences. About 76 percent of teachersin SAHE-grantee
activitiesare also in traditional activities—primarily workshops and college courses.

P About 22 percent of teachersin district activities and 26 percent in SAHE-grantee activities
arein reform activities, including teacher networks, study groups, mentoring, committees
and task forces, internships, and resource centers.
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On average, SAHE-grantee activities are of longer duration than district activities.

P The average amount of time teachersin district activities
report spending in Eisenhower-assisted activitiesis 25

hours, compared to 51 hours for teachersin SAHE grantee

activities. The average length of district activities, in

hours, has approximately doubled since the last evaluation

was conducted in 1988-89.%°

P A higher percentage of SAHE-grantee activities than
district activities span an extended period of time. For
example, 46 percent of teachersin SAHE-grantee

Indicator. Sustained
Professional Development.

By 1998, 35 percent of teachers
participating in district-level
Eisenhower-assisted activities
will participate in activities that
are a component of professional
development that extends over
the school year; by 2000, over
50 percent will.

activitiesarein activities lasting at least six months, including 2 percent lasting more than
one year, 20 percent lasting 10-12 months, and 24 percent lasting 6-9 months. (See Exhibit
ES.2.) Twenty percent of teachersin district activities arein activities lasting at least six

months.

P ED'sperformance indicator for sustained professional development requires at least 35
percent of teachersto bein activities that extend over the school year. If "lasting at least six
months' is used as the standard, then district activities do not yet meet the standard, while

many SAHE-grantee activities exceed the standard by a substantial amoun

EXHIBIT ES.2

t20

Time Span of Eisenhower-assisted Activities, as Reported by Teachers
(District n=766, SAHE Grantee n=244)

T 2% 2% 2% 1% 7%
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lessthan | 1296 12% 10% 2% 3% 2%
a day —
Overall Traditional Reform Overall Traditional Reform
Districts SAHE Grantees

the program.

Source: Mail Survey of Teachers Participating in Eisenhower-assisted Professional Development Activities, 1998.

How to read this exhibit: The first column shows that 2 percent of the teachers who participated in district activities were engaged in the
activity over more than ayear. Each dot represents one teacher. |If more than one teacher reported the same span, the teachers are displayed
in ahorizontal line with length proportional to the number of teachers. Each column represents the distribution for a particular group of
teachers. The number on the top of each lineis the percent of teachers participating in the corresponding time span.

Note: “Districts’ refers to teachers who participated in Eisenhower-assisted activities provided through the district component of the
program. “SAHE Grantees’ refers to teachers who participated in Eisenhower-assisted activities supported through the SAHE component of
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Relatively few district or SAHE-grantee activities emphasize the collective participation of
teachersfrom the same department, grade level, or school. District activities give more
emphasisto collective participation than do SAHE-grantee activities.

P  Twenty percent of teachersin district Eisenhower-assisted activities report participating with
other teachers in their department or grade level, compared to 7 percent of teachersin SAHE-
grantee activities, and 19 percent of teachers in district activities report participating with all
teachersin their school, compared to 11 percent of teachersin SAHE-grantee activities.

On average, SAHE-grantee activities give more emphasis than do district activitiesto
thelast three dimensions of quality—content focus, active learning, and coher ence.

P Two thirds of teachers participating in SAHE-supported Eisenhower activities participate in
activities that place a major emphasis on content, compared to fifty-one percent of teachers
in district Eisenhower-assisted activities.

P The percentage of teachers reporting a major emphasis on each of 18 separate indicators of
active learning is higher for SAHE grantees than for districts, but relatively few teachersin
either district or SAHE-grantee activities report some elements of active learning. For
example, only 5 percent of teachersin district activities and 16 percent of teachersin SAHE-
grantee activities report that their teaching was observed by the activity |eader.

P Teachersin both district and SAHE-grantee activities report that the activities have elements
that promote coher ence with other aspects of their professional experiences. For example,
more than three quarters of teachers in both district and SAHE-grantee activities report that
their activities are aligned with state and district standards. Somewhat more teachersin
SAHE-grantee than district activities, however, report that their Eisenhower activities built
on prior professiona development (39 percent compared to 31 percent) or were followed up
with later activities (70 percent compared to 53 percent).

b ED'sperformance indicator for high-quality
professional development requires that at |east
50 percent of teacher participants be in
activitiesreflecting "best practice.” The data

Indicator. High Quality. By 1998, over 50
percent of teachers participating in district-
level, Eisenhower-assisted professional
development activities will participate in

collected by the evaluation show that district activities reflecting best practices, including a
and SAHE-grantee activities meet thisstandard | focus on continuous improvement. By 2000,
for some dimensions of high quality, but not over 75 percent will.

others. For example, as discussed above, more
than 50 percent of teachersin SAHE-grantee and district Eisenhower activitiesarein
activities that place a major emphasis on mathematics and science content, and thus ED’ s
standard for high quality is met in this domain. But districts do not meet the high quality
standard for any of the characteristics of active learning, and SAHE grantees meet the
standard for only afew characteristics of active learning.
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Thereisenormous variability in the quality of Eisenhower -assisted activities; thus, some
districts are providing the same kinds of high-quality professional development activities
that SAHE grantees provide.

P For example, although many district activities are short, 2 percent of teachersin district
activities are in activities spanning more than one year, 8 percent are in activities lasting 10-
12 months, and 10 percent arein activities lasting 6-9 months. (See Exhibit ES.2.)

P That some districts provide activities of extended duration, with collective participation, a
major focus on content knowledge, a major emphasis on active learning, and coherence with
teachers other experiences, represents an “existence proof” that it is possible for districtsto
provide such activities.

We do not know whether all districts possess the organizational capacity and staffing to provide
high-quality professional development. Districtslacking the capacity to plan and implement
high-quality professional development themselves may well be able to purchaseiit (e.g., from
institutions of higher education) if they are aware of and insist upon the dimensions of quality we
have identified.

The aver age differencesin quality observed between district and SAHE-supported
activities are associated with corresponding differencesin cost.

P SAHE grantees spend over twice as much per teacher participant as do districts. We estimate
that SAHE grantees spend about $512 per participation, in comparison to $185 per
participation for districts.

It isunclear why SAHE grantees spend more money per participation than do districts. The
competitive process of the SAHE grants may reward proposals that offer professional
development with the six quality features, which are expensive to provide.?? In addition,
compared to SAHE grantees, districts may feel aresponsibility to provide professional
development to all of their teachers. This may push them in the direction of professiona
development with lower costs per participation.

Districts have met ED’ s standard for participation of teachersfrom high poverty schools,
but there remainsroom for improvement (see box).

SAHE grantees have not met ED’s standard. Indicator. High-poverty
Schools. The proportion of
P Teacher participationsin district Eisenhower-assisted teachers participating in

Eisenhower-assisted activities
who teach in high-poverty
schools will exceed the

activities are dightly more likely to be from high-poverty
schools than are teachers in the national teaching force as

awhole (23 percent compared to 21 percent). oroportion of the national
. . o teacher pool who teach in high-
P Teacher participations in SAHE-grantee activities, poverty schools.

however, are less likely to be from high-poverty schools
than are teachersin the national teaching force (13 percent compared to 21 percent).
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To some extent, the results for districts are encouraging: they indicate that the program has been
somewhat successful at targeting resources on teachers of disadvantaged children. But the
percentage of teachers from high-poverty schools served by the program is only modestly higher
than the rate for the nation, indicating that more progress might be made in this area.

FEATURES OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT THAT PROMOTE
IMPROVEMENTSIN TEACHING

We used our national probability sample of teachers who participated in Eisenhower-assisted
professional development to estimate the strength of the relationships among features of the
professional development and self-reported teacher outcomes—enhanced knowledge and skills and
changed teaching practice.

Activitieswith the six features of high quality—r eform type, duration, collective
participation, content focus, active learning, and coher ence—promote better self-reported
outcomes for teachersthan other activities.

P Theresults provide empirical support for the contention that professional development that
emphasizes content knowledge, active learning, and coherence leads to teachers reporting
enhanced knowledge and skill and changes in teaching practices. (See Exhibit ES.3.)

P Theresults also show that activities of longer duration and activities that encourage collective
participation of teachers tend to place more emphasis on content than other activities, provide
more opportunities for active learning, and provide more coherent professional development.
These features in turn promote positive teacher outcomes. Thus, our results suggest that the
emphasis in the legisation on sustained and intensive professional development is

appropriate.

P Assuggested in the literature on professiona development, reform types of activitiestend to
produce more positive reported outcomes than traditional types, but our results indicate that
this effect islargely indirect. That is, reform activities tend to produce better outcomes
primarily because they tend to be of longer duration. Traditional and reform activities of the
same duration tend to have the same effects on reported outcomes.

P Our analyses show that the difference between districts and SAHE grantees in reported
enhancement of knowledge and skills and reported change in teaching practice is explained
almost entirely by the fact that SAHE grantees place a greater emphasis upon duration,
subject-matter content, active learning, and coherence. In short, if districts placed a greater
emphasis upon these characteristics, we hypothesize that teachers would report their
knowledge and skill enhanced to the same extent as teachers in SAHE-supported activities,
and that they would be just as likely to report changing their teaching practice.
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EXHIBIT ES.3

THE RELATIONSHIP OF FEATURES OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TO TEACHER OUTCOMES

Sponsorship

Structural Features

Core Features

vs. District)

J

Traditional)

Controls:

School % Poverty

School % Minority

Teacher’s Gender

Subject (Math & Science)
Grade Level (El, Middle, High)
In-field Certification

Teaching Experience

Knowledge

_/

[\/t

Outcomes

" inTeaching |
Practice

\S J

Source: Mail Survey of Teachers
Participating in Eisenhower-assisted
Professional Development Activities, 1998
How to read this exhibit: Arrows show
moderate and strong statistically significant
relationships between variables;, weak
significant paths are not shown. Heavier
arrows represent stronger relationships. An
asterisk indicates a negative relationship. For
the complete path diagram, see Chapter 3 of the
full report.
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DISTRICT MANAGEMENT OF EISENHOWER-ASSISTED ACTIVITIES

We now turn from describing teachers experiencesin Eisenhower-assisted activitiesto a
description of the ways that districts manage and operate their Eisenhower programs. Each district
receiving Eisenhower funds generally uses the funds to support a collection of professional
development activities. The collection of professional development activities that a district supports
with Eisenhower funds can be viewed in its entirety asits“portfolio” of Eisenhower-assisted
professional development activities. In our analysis, we examine the factors that influence the
quality of the portfolios of professional development activities that districts offer and the extent to
which districts engage in efforts to target teachers of high-need students.

The measures we use to characterize the quality of adistrict’s portfolio of Eisenhower-
assisted activitiesare: (1) the percent of the districts' participationsin reform types of activities, (2)
the average span of time of activities (i.e., number of days, weeks, or months), (3) the number of
opportunities for active learning in in-district workshops and institutes, and (4) the degree of
collective participation in in-district workshops and institutes.®

In ng district management and operations, we focus on the role of severa provisions
emphasized in the legidlation: (1) the coordination (co-funding) of Eisenhower-assisted activities
with other sources of funding for professional development; (2) the alignment of Eisenhower-assisted
activities with state and district standards and assessments; (3) the participation of teachers and
school-level staff in planning Eisenhower-assisted activities; and (4) the use of a process of
continuous improvement, including monitoring progress against measurabl e objectives and
performance indicators. (See page 4 for more detail on these provisions.)

Districts' use of co-funding, alignment, continuous improvement, and teacher involvement
in planning leadsto higher quality professional development. Thus, the requirements of the
legislation concer ning these provisions appear to be appropriate.

b Didtricts that engage in more co-funding of Eisenhower activities with other programs tend to
support a greater proportion of reform types of activities than districts that engage in less co-
funding, and they tend to provide more opportunities for collective participation.

P Inaddition, districts that engage in more co-funding tend to engage in more extensive
continuous improvement efforts and they tend to involve teachers more widely in planning,
both of which are related to increased opportunities for active learning.

P Districtsthat align professional development with standards and assessments are more likely
to offer reform types of activities.

P Inaddition, the districts that align professional development with standards and assessments
aremore likely than others to engage in continuous improvement, which isrelated to
increased opportunities for active learning.
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These results lead us to conclude that the intentions of the program concerning strategies such as
co-funding, alignment, continuous improvement, and teacher involvement in planning are
appropriate, in the sense that they lead to higher quality professional development.

Among districtswhere federal programs operate and support professional development,
districtsaremorelikely to co-fund with programsthat have a mathematics and science
focusthan with other federal programs.

P For example, as Exhibit ES.4 shows, 44 percent of teachers are in districts with an NSF-
funded State Systemic Initiative (SSI); of those, 67 percent are in districts where the SS|
supports professional development; and of those, 66 percent are in districts where the
Eisenhower project co-funds with the SSI. Among teachersin districtsin which Title |, Part
A operates and funds professional development, 50 percent are in districts where the
Eisenhower project co-funds with Title I; proportions are smaller for other Department of
Education programs.®*

EXHIBIT ES.4

Percent of Teachers in Districts in Which Other Federal Programs Operate, Support
Professional Development, and Co-fund with Eisenhower-assisted Activities

(n=363)
In districts where
federal program
operates and supports
Percent of teachers in professional
Percent of teachers in districts where federal development, percent
districts where federal program supports of teachers in districts
program operates in professional that co-fund with other
Federal Program state or district development in district programs
National Science Foundation
State Systemic Initiative 44 67 66
Urban Systemic Initiative 17 89 86
Rural Systemic Initiative 4 78 28
Local Systemic Change Initiative 12 91 76
Department of Education
Title I, A (Disadvantaged) 91 91 50
Title I, C (Migrant Children) 40 63 35
Title Il (Technology) 29 91 39
Title VI (Innovative Strategies) 77 73 48
Title VII (Bilingual) 47 82 28
Title IX (Indian) 19 57 5
IDEA (Disabilities) 77 85 22
Goals 2000 86 73 34
School-to-Work 77 85 28
Perkins (Vocational) 74 83 19

Source: Telephone Survey of District Eisenhower Coordinators, Spring 1998.

How to read this exhibit: Forty-four percent of teachers are in districts where coordinators report that a Statewide Systemic Initiative operated in
their statein 1997. Of those, 67 percent funded professional development during 1997, and of those, 66 percent co-funded professional
development with Eisenhower.
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Most districtsreport that their Eisenhower-assisted professional development activitiesare
aligned with standar ds and assessments.

P Alignment is more likely to be reported for state standards and assessmentsthan it isfor district
standards and assessments, and more likely to be reported for mathematics than for science.

P Alignment is more likely for standards than for assessments. For example, according to
district coordinators, 85 percent of teachers are in districts where the Eisenhower professional
development activities are aligned with district mathematics standards. In contrast, 69
percent of teachers are in districts where the Eisenhower professional development activities
are aligned with district mathematics assessments.

The greater alignment for standards than for assessments may reflect the fact that the ESEA
requirement of aligned assessments had not yet gone into effect at the time we collected our data.

Almost all teachersarein districtsthat report involving teachersin planning professional
development.

P Ninety-nine percent of teachers arein districts that involve teachersin district-level planning
of Eisenhower-assisted activities, and sixty-two percent are in districts in which teachers are
involved in aformal school-level committee to plan professional development.

These findings lead us to conclude that the provision of the law that supports teacher
participation in planning is relatively well implemented. Still, our case study datareveal that the
Eisenhower legidation's 80/20 rule, which callsfor at least 80 percent of funds to be used "in a
manner that is determined by...teachers and staff" and "to the extent practicable, takes place at
theindividual school site," is not well understood and is sometimes not even known to exist. In
particular, it is not clear if the provision means that planning should involve teachers and occur at
the school site, or whether it is designed to encourage teacher involvement in district-level
planning.

The use of performance indicator s to guide the continuous improvement processisnot yet
widespread in districtsthat receive Eisenhower funds.

P Fewer than onein five teachers are in districts that collect data on performance indicators
established to guide district professional development efforts.

P Only one third of the teachers are in districts that have developed such indicators.

P The mgority of teachers are in districts whose Eisenhower coordinators are not aware that
their state has performance indicators.

Clearly, the development of state and district performance indicators is a goal of the program that
isnot generally being implemented, at least not yet. There are other ways in which districts show
some commitment to continuous improvement. Needs assessments through teacher surveys and
informal conversations are common. Nearly every district reports evaluating its professional
development activities. These evaluations, however, are frequently based on teacher satisfaction
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surveys or participation counts. It islesscommon to use observations of teachers subsequent
classroom practice to eval uate the effectiveness of Eisenhower professional development.

District effortsto target teachers of special populations of students have met with very
limited success.

P Districts report a strong emphasis on recruiting teachers from high-poverty, low-achieving
schools and slightly less emphasis on recruiting teachers from Title | schools.

P Despite these reported efforts at targeting, and even though districts with larger numbers of
high-poverty students receive more funding, teachers from high-poverty schools are only
slightly more likely than others to participate in Eisenhower-funded activities.

Although districts have met the Department of Education’s standard for targeting (see page 10),
current targeting strategies apparently have limited effectiveness. Perhaps these results are
explained, in part, by the fact that most participantsin Eisenhower-assisted activities are
volunteers. It ispossible that districts do not have adequate strategies to shape the incentives and
constraints that determine which teachers volunteer.

Generally, larger districtsare morelikely to manage their portfolios better and to provide
higher quality professional development than are smaller districts.

b Larger districts are more likely to align their professional development with standards and
assessments, to co-fund their projects, and to have a greater commitment to continuous
improvement; they also provide activities of longer duration, with more opportunities for
collective participation and active learning.”

Perhaps large districts have a better infrastructure and more capacity than small districts, which
may enable them to provide higher quality professional development. Large districts also may
have a greater variety of funding sources in addition to Eisenhower, increasing opportunities for
co-funding, and perhaps creating a complexity that demands a commitment to continuous
improvement.

SAHE-GRANTEE MANAGEMENT OF EISENHOWER-ASSISTED
ACTIVITIES

SAHE grantees are subject to the same provisions for alignment, continuous improvement,
and targeting that districts must follow. However, SAHE grantees also are subject to some additional
requirements or guidelines. In particular, the 1994 reauthorization emphasi zes the importance of
coordination between SAHE grantees and districts in planning and providing professional
development. Each SAHE granteeis required to enter into an agreement with one or more districts
for the provision of professional development. Further, SAHE-grantee projects are shaped by the
prioritieés6 and guidelines that the SAHE setsin structuring its competition for the Eisenhower
awards.
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SAHE grantees coordination with districts and continuous improvement effortslead to
higher quality professional development.

P SAHE grantees that coordinate more extensively with districts (e.g., use feedback
mechanisms, support and extend district activities, co-fund and involve districts in planning,
implementing and monitoring) provide professiona development that spans longer amounts
of time compared to SAHE grantees that engage in less coordination with districts.

P Coordination with districts aso has a positive effect on the use of strategies for continuous
improvement, which, in turn, increases the active learning opportunities provided in SAHE-
grantee activities.

P Coordination also isrelated to greater targeting through its effect on continuous improvement.

These results for coordination parallel those found for the district sample.

SAHE granteesreport low levels of implementation of sometypes of coordination with
districts but high levels of most continuous improvement strategies.

P SAHE grantees work closely with districts in several ways, such as communicating with
district staff and using district needs assessments, but report low levels of other key
components of coordination, such as co-funding and working with the Eisenhower
coordinator.

P SAHE grantees report moderately high levels of engagement in most continuous
improvement efforts, such as using state indicators, conducting needs assessments and
evaluations; few SAHE grantees, however, use district indicators in designing their
Eisenhower activities.

These findings suggest that, although the average quality of SAHE-grantee activities are high on
some dimensions (e.g., duration and content focus), quality could be further improved by
strengthening the coordination between SAHE grantees and districts, and giving more emphasis
to district indicators.

On average, SAHE grantee projectsin education departments offer higher-quality
activities on several dimensionsthan projectsin mathematics/science departments.

P Education departments sponsor professional development activities that last more than twice
the number of hours and span alonger time period than activities sponsored by
mathemati cs/science departments.

P Education departments engage in more types of coordination with the districts from which
they draw their teachers, and they place more emphasis on continuous improvement than do
mathemati cs/science departments.
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P Education department projects are especially strong when housed in research/doctoral
universities, where they are more likely to put a strong focus on content and provide
numerous opportunities for active learning.

The superiority of professional development provided through education departments, in contrast
with mathematics/science departments, may be due to the fact that education departments have
greater expertise in student and teacher learning of subject matter, aswell as experiencein
coordinating with practitioners. Faculty in these departments are the main contributors to the
literature on effective professional development in mathematics and science. Projectsin
mathematics/science departments, on the other hand, have a strong content focus. Others have
noted that, in the training of teachers, quality might be enhanced by better collaboration between
educators and scientists. Apparently, the same can be said for continuing teacher education in the
form of Eisenhower professional development. Each type of department brings unique strengths
to designing and delivering professional development that could be complementary in
meaningful collaboration.

| MPLICATIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

These findings of the National Evaluation of the Eisenhower Professional Development
Program have a number of implications for professional development generally and for future
Eisenhower legislation and program operations specifically.

First, the program should seek waysto encour age the use of all features of professional
development that arerelated to teacher knowledge and skills, and changein practice. The
program should continue emphasizing "sustained and intensive" professional development activities.
More specifically, this evaluation suggests that professional development should focus on deepening
teachers content knowledge and knowledge of how students learn particular content, on providing
opportunities for active learning, and on encouraging coherence in teachers professional
development experiences. Eisenhower professional development should pursue these goals using
activities of greater duration and collective participation. Clearly, there is considerable room to
increase the frequency of these attributes of effective professional development in both district and
SAHE-grantee activities. While reform professiona development is more effective than traditional
professional development, the advantage to reform activitiesis explained primarily by greater
duration.

Second, the program should develop additional approachesto targeting teachersin
high-poverty schools. While increasing the participation of teachersin high-poverty schoolsisan
important goal of the legislation, current approaches to targeting these teachers are insufficient to
achieve this goal.

Third, federal indicators might beimproved by specifying more clearly the dimensions
of high-quality professional development, focusing on annual improvementsrather than
absolute levels, and setting higher standards. The federal indicators are not as directive as they
might be in specifying the dimensions of high-quality professional development. Our analyses
suggest that the federal indicators should guide local practice toward greater emphasis upon content
knowledge, active learning, and coherence, and that districts should pursue these attributes of
professional development through offering activities of greater duration and with more emphasis
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upon collective participation. In addition, several of the federal indicators are stated in terms of
absolute levelsto be achieved by a specified date (e.g., “at least 50 percent of teachers’). It would be
better to have indicators stated in terms of the amount of improvement needed annually, until an
acceptably high level of performance isreached. Finaly, the federal indicators set some standards
that are too low. For example, in targeting teachers from high-poverty schools, the standard is
simply to exceed the national average. Furthermore, in the targeting indicator, participation in
Eisenhower professional development is stated as a dichotomous variable (participate or not), while
clearly teachers participate in Eisenhower-supported professional development in varying amounts
and types.

Fourth, the program should pay attention to building district capacity to foster
continuous improvement efforts. If using datato make decisionsisto be a serious endeavor, then
districts may need assistance in determining the types of data that would be useful and in interpreting
them. We believe local evaluation can be done in ways much stronger than current practice, which
relies heavily upon participation counts and teacher satisfaction surveys. We recommend that local
evaluation of professional development focus on instruction, by assessing the degree to which the
professional development is characterized by well-implemented attributes of high-quality
professional development: afocus on content, active learning, and coherence, delivered with
sufficient duration and collective participation. Such evaluations might be based on a variety of
sources of data, including well-designed surveys of participating teachers, and the observation of
teachers to assess the extent to which they have made appropriate changes in their instruction.
Although the assessment of student achievement might be used as part of a balanced evaluation of
professional development, we suggest that local evaluation efforts should not focus on ng the
effects of professional development on student achievement. There are simply too many intervening
variables between professional devel opment experiences and subsequent gainsin student
achievement to make such studies feasible at the local level. Further, collecting and analyzing high-
guality data on gains in student achievement is expensive and requires technical skills that may not
be present at the local level. Clearly, there needs to be more research that looks at the relationships
between features of professional development and gains in student achievement, but thisis better
done as a part of well-designed major research studies.

Fifth, moreinformation is needed on the characteristics and conditions that give some
districtsthe capacity to provide high-quality professional development. We have speculated that
districts could provide the same types of professional development as do SAHE grantees. There are
existence proofs of districts doing exactly that. What we do not know from our analysesis the
percentage of districts that have the capacity to provide such professional development. Our analyses
indicate that larger districts have greater capacity and, to some extent, so do high-poverty districts.
Thislarger capacity may be explained, in part, by their larger district staff and, in part, by their
greater Eisenhower funds. Consortiathat tie together several small districts into one unit for
providing Eisenhower professional development also seem, on average, more effective than small
districts. Theissue of district capacity is one that should be closely monitored in future research.

Sixth, districts could increase the quality of the professional development they provide
by focusing their Eisenhower money on a small number of teachers, rather than spreading it
across a large number of teachers. Not surprisingly, high-quality professional development costs
more per participant than does lower quality professional development. Districts may feel agreater
responsibility to reach alarge number of teachers than do SAHE grantees, and thisis reflected in the
cost per participant. The question is, should districts continue to spread the money from the
Eisenhower program across as many teachers as possible? Or, should they focus the money on a
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small number of teachers, so that they can provide higher quality, more influential professiona
development? Our results suggest the money should be focused. This recommendation also interacts
with the finding about targeting. More effective targeting might, at the same time, provide a
rationale for more focused expenditures.

Seventh, one reason that SAHE-grantee professional development is, on aver age, of
higher quality than district professional development may be that SAHE grantees haveto
competefor funds. We do not know as much about these SAHE-sponsored competitions as we
would like. We find that the majority of SAHE grantees have been receiving Eisenhower support for
several years. Still, in al cases, IHE/NPOs interested in Eisenhower support must develop a
proposal and have it judged worthy of funding. In contrast, districts receive money from the state
educational agency on aformula basis, with no competition. Perhaps having districts compete for
funds would push them toward higher quality professional development.

Eighth, thereis consider able evidence that, on aver age, education departmentsin
institutions of higher education provide higher quality professional development than do
mathematics and science departments. The one exception is that mathematics/science departments
in non-research/doctoral institutions focus more on content knowledge than do education
departments. We do not have empirical data on inter-departmental collaboration, but, in our case
studies, we did not see much evidence of these two types of departments collaborating and
combining their expertise to provide high-quality professional development. Lack of collaboration
between education and mathematics/science departments is a well-recognized problem in pre-service
teacher education and may be an issue for in-service education, as well.

Ninth, SAHE-grantee projects should be engaging in higher levels of coordination with
districts, ascalled for in thelegislation. The evaluation shows that such coordination is related to
the provision of high-quality professional development. Therefore, more attention might be paid to
supporting and devel oping opportunities for SAHE grantees to coordinate and work with districtsin
mutually beneficial ways—waysthat allow grantees to exercise their expertise in developing
professional development projects while benefiting from district expertise in serving the needs of
their teachers and students.

Finally, the evaluation supportsthe importance of programsthat fund professional
development activities within specified subject areas. Over the past 15 years, the Eisenhower
Professional Development Program has provided continuous support for professional development
activities for mathematics and science. This evaluation highlights the importance of the content
focus of professional development activities and the role that the Eisenhower program has played in
building capacity in these two subjects in school districts. Generic professional development that
focuses on teaching techniques without a content focus does not appear to be effective. If the
Congress is considering expanding the program, it should consider creating analogous programsin
other academic subject areas, rather than eliminating the content focus on mathematics and science.
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K. E. (1998). Designing professional development for teachers of science and mathematics. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Corwin Press). In particular, several recent studies suggest that professional development that focuses on specific
mathematics and science content and the ways students learn such content is especially helpful (Cohen, D. K., &
Hill, H. C. (1998). Instructional policy and classroom performance: The mathematics reformin California (RR-39).
Philadelphia: Consortium for Policy Research in Education; Kennedy, M. M. (1998). Form and substancein in-
service teacher education (Research monograph no. 13). Arlington, VA: National Science Foundation). We
integrated and operationalized the ideas in the literature on "best practices' in professional development to create a
set of measures or scales describing the six features of Eisenhower-assisted activities described in the text.

¥ The 1988-99 evaluation collected data on duration from districts rather than teachers, so a comparison of results
from the 1988-89 and the current evaluation should be interpreted as providing an indication of the general
magnitude of the change rather than a precise numerical estimate. See Knapp, M. S., Zucker, A. A., Adelman, N.
E., & St. John, M. (1991, February). The Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education Program: An enabling
resource for reform (summary report). Menlo Park, CA: SRI International, p. 109.

% The Indicator requires that activities “ are a component of professional development that extends over the school
year.” Itispossible that some short-term Eisenhower activities are linked to other activities, and these “ sequences”
of activities extend over the school year. If so, the percent of Eisenhower-assisted activities extending more than six
months may understate the percent of activities that “are a component of professional development that extends over
the school year.” On our teacher survey, we asked whether the Eisenhower-assisted activities were followed up with
additional activities that built upon earlier work; 59 percent of teachersin district activities and 70 percent of
teachers in SAHE-grantee activities reported that the Eisenhower-assisted activities in which they participated were
followed up with additional activities. We have no information on the duration of the follow-up activities, but
assumed that some of the follow-up activities might extend over the school year.

2 A “participation” is ateacher participant in an Eisenhower-assisted activity. Teachers who participate in more
than one activity are counted separately for each activity in which they participate. The dollar per participation
figure for districts includes federal Eisenhower dollars only and does not include the 33 percent matching
requirement.

2 \We were not able to conduct a systematic analysis of SAHE competitions.

% The data from our national sample of teachers show that each of these dimensionsis related, either indirectly or
directly, to improvements in teachers knowledge and skills and changes in teaching practice; thus, we consider each
of these dimensions as an indicator of high-quality professional development, whether it has a direct effect on
teacher outcomes, or operates indirectly (e.g., areform approach affects teacher outcomes indirectly through its
effect on duration).

# We have no information on the scope of co-funding (e.g., the amount of money contributed by a particular
program in a cost-sharing arrangement).

% Throughout our analyses of district data, we tested to see where patterns of Eisenhower support for professional
development differ significantly according to the district poverty level or the size of the district. All of our analyses
simultaneously control for size and poverty, so any effects are independent of one another. We also tested for the
interaction between these two variables.

% Relative to SEAs, SAHES have a smaller number of grantees, and thus may be able to monitor their grantees
projects to help ensure the implementation of quality activities. However, we did not examine the SAHE's
monitoring role.

American | ntitutes for Research 23 Executive Summary: Eisenhower Evaluation



